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Claim 60 is amended, daims 60-64, 65 68 and 70 arc pending in the application. 

Claims 60-64, 6W8 and 70 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, firet paragraph, 
as failing to comply with the written description nequireni^iil. The Bcaminer indicates that 
the recited limitation "without tfteding added ozone into the chemical vapyi deposition 
reactor" is not described in the specification in such a way aa to reasonably convey to one 
skilled in the relevant art that the inventors had possession of the invention at the time the 
applicaliun was filed. The Examiner indicates that this position Is basod on the 
specification failing to address ozone. The Examiner further indicates that "tfii$ new 
limitation amounts to new matter" and that ''should applicant wish to eliminate ozena in the 
reaction gas mixture the proper cour% of action Is to recite "consisting of in the preamble". 

Applicant notes with direction to MPEP § 2 163.04 that the Examiner has an Inrtial 
burden of presenting evidence as to why persons skilled in tlie art would not i^cogni^ in 
applicants disclosure a description of the invention defined by the claims. Referring to § 
21 63,02» applicant further notes that the subject matter of the claim need not be described 
literally so long as the limitatien to the claim added by amendment does not involve a 
deparlum fiurn addition lo oi deletion Troirt Lhe disclosure of Uie applicalign fih^J. Thi^i 
lest for sufficiency of support in the ftpecificatinn is whfitht^r a rJarm defines an invention 
that i$ tifit-irly r/)nv«^y^ to thnfte skilled in the art at the time the application waa tiled. An 
acKnowledged by the Examiner at page 2 of the present Action, the specification does not 
address ozone. However, applicants specification does present methodology which can 
successfully achieve the invention without feeding added ozone to the chemical vapor 
deposition reactor. Accordingly, the limitation Vrthout feeding .added o/one' is inherent in 
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applicanfs disclosure and auch would be clearly conveyed to one skilled fn the arl. 
Applicant is not required to list In the specification every compound substance or other 
iimrtation which can be excluded from utilization in the methodology in order to successfully 
obtain or produce the iavenlion. For these reasons applicant respectfully requests 
withdrawal of the § 1 12, first paragraph, rejediun based on the recitation "without feeding 
Add^ Q7one" in the Examiner's next action. 

The pending claims stand additionally rejected under § 112, first paragraph, basfsd 
on the [Imitation to directly deposit SIO/ or the $102 being formed during the directly 
depositing". The Examiner slates tlialsudi liinitalions are not sufRcientJy supported bythe 
specification. The Examiner also indicates that sllanol will be deposited not SiOs bec^iuse 
H2O and HaOa are used as oyidants and the spftrificjitinn is only directed to reduction of 
intermediates not elimination. 

Applicant notes that at page 9t lines 4-S, applicant's specification speclflcally 
indicates that precursors fed into tlie reactor are decomposed into Si02. At page 9, lines 
12-14 the specification further specif jcalty indicates that ft is the SIO2 which deposits on tl^ 
substrate. I his direct deposition limitation is further supported by the specification by the 
claims as orlglnaliy filed. Referring to original claim 1, such specifically recites that the 
organic precursor is fed into a reaction chamber and that the precursor decomposes into 
SiOs which deposits on the substrate. Accordingly, the limitation of directly depositing SiOj 
and Si02 being formed dunng directly depositing are fully supported bythe specification as 
originally filed. Applicant therefore requests withdrawal of the § 112, first paragraph, 
rejection of the pending claims based on the direct deposition of SiOa in the Examiner's 
next action. 
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CbiirYtt 6R-6B and 70 stand rftjeried under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, firftt pAr^graph, 
a3 being non-enabled by the disclosure. The Examiner indicates that enablement of the 
recited deposition rate of 7000 A par minute requires every parameter to be recited In the 
claims. Wit>K;ut adrnib&iuri jai^ lu Ihu piupiibty uf (h« Ex»iimwr'4> rvjuvliun, vVdwu 60 
amended to no longer recite a deposition rate of 7000 A per minute. Accordingly, applicant 
respectfully requests the § 1 15*^ first paragraph, nnn-ftnablemftnt rejeriion of daima 60-64, 
66^ and 70 in the Examinera next action. 

Claims 60-64, 66-68 and 70 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sukhaiw, U.S. Paljunl No. 5,710,079 in view of Nguyen, U.S. Patent 
No. 5,356,722 in further view of Wolf, ^Silicon Processing for the VLSI Era Volume 1- 
Proceaa lechnology, 1086, pp. 166-16/. As sot forth at MPEP § 2143. a proper 
Obviousness rejection has the following three requiremente: 1) there must be some 
suggestion or motivafdon to modify or combine ruference teachings; 2) th^re inusl be a 
reasonable expectation of success; and 3) the combined references must leach or suggest 
all of rha claim limitations. Claims tiU-t54, tib-BB and /O are allowable over the combination 
of Sukharov. Nguyen and Wolf for at least the reason that the references. Individually or as 
combined, fail to disclose or suggest each and every limitation in any uf lho%>v d<:iirii^. 

As indicated in applicant's previous response, Sukharev discloses a method of 
foHTiing SiOg over a surface comprising flowing TEOS, ozone and optionally H^O^, huf 
does not disclose or suggest the claim 60 recited utilizing a silicon precursor to directly 
deposit SiOs without feeding added ozone to the chemical vapor deposition reactor. At 
page 5 of the present Action, the Exarninw indi^lf^s Uial although Sukliarev uses ozone, 
applicant fails to provide suppoi I for a negative limitation of ^without feeding ozone into the 
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reaction chamber^. As discussed above, the li'mitalioJi of williout feeding ozone \b inherent 
in applicant's specification and is therf^fhr^ fully supported by the applicatlor? as uriginally 
filed. Since Sul<harcv docs not disclose or suggest thift re^M(i limitation and such 
limitation is fully supported by the specification, claim 60 is not rendered obvious by 
Sukharev, 

As indicated at page 5 of the present Aclioii, Nyuywn Is relied upon ae disdosinq a 
deprAltif>n rate fhr riepostting SiOa litilizing TFOS and ozone . Sul^harev does not disclose 
or suggest an absenoe of ozone. As combined with Kukharev, Nguyen does not contribufe 
toward suggesting the claim 60 recited directly depositing SiO? over a surface of a 
substrate without feeding added ozone to a chemical vapor deposition reactor. 

As further indicated at page 5 of the present action, Wolf is relied upon as showing a 
cold-wall reactor. However, the cold*wall reactor as disclosed by Wolf does not contribute 
toward suggesting the recited deposition of SIO2 without feeding added ozone into the 
chemical vapor deposition reactor. As combined, Wolf, Sukharev and Nguyen fail to 
disclose or suggest the claiin 60 recited direct deposition of Si02 over a surface of a 
substrate without feeding added 07one into the chemical vapnr rif^pnsitinn rftactor. 
Accordingly, independent claim 60 is not rendered obvious by the cited combination of 
Sukharev, Nguyen and Wolf and le allowable over those references. 

Dependent claims 61-94, 66-68 ynd 70 aBuwable uvei Ihe ciled combination of 
Sukharev, Nguyen and Wolf for at least the reason tiiat they depend from allowable base 
claim 60. 

For the reasons discussed above pending claims 60-64. 66-68 and 70 arc 
allowable. Accordingly, applicant respectfully requests fornial allowance of such pending 
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Claims in the Examiner's next action. 



Respectfully submitted. 
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